What Influences Technological Individualization? – An Analysis of Antecedents to IT Consumerization Behavior by Ortbach, Kevin et al.
Ortbach et al.  Analysis of Antecedents to Consumerization Behavior 
Proceedings of the Nineteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Chicago, Illinois, August 15-17, 2013. 1 
What Influences Technological Individualization? – An 
Analysis of Antecedents to IT Consumerization Behavior 
Completed Research Paper 
Kevin Ortbach 
University of Münster 
kevin.ortbach@ercis.uni-muenster.de 
Martin Bode 
University of Münster 
m.bode@uni-muenster.de 
Björn Niehaves 
Hertie School of Governance 
niehaves@hertie-school.org 
 
ABSTRACT 
IT consumerization refers to the adoption of consumer IT in the workplace and is regarded as one of the major future IT 
trends. However, little is yet understood with respects to the antecedents of the trend on an individual level, i.e. the IT 
consumerization behavior of individuals. We attempt to close this research gap by means of a quantitative analysis. First, we 
conceptualize IT consumerization and draw clear boundaries to existing concepts in the context of individual information 
systems. We then set out to derive possible antecedents from literature and quantitatively test their impact on IT 
consumerization intention. We are able to show that expected performance improvement as well as consumerization behavior 
of coworkers have a high significant impact, while personal innovativeness in IT does not significantly influence the 
intention to use technologies other than the ones provided by the enterprise. 
Keywords 
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INTRODUCTION 
IT consumerization refers to the adoption of consumer applications, tools and devices in the workplace and has commonly 
been associated with enhanced innovation capabilities as well as increased productivity and satisfaction of employees (Harris, 
Junglas, and Long, 2011). It has been identified as one of the key IT trends for the next years as “there are already 
consumerization effects in place in the vast majority of enterprises” (Fenn and LeHong, 2011) but few organizations have yet 
managed to deal with the consequences the trend has for both their IT infrastructure and the process landscape (Harris, Ives, 
and Junglas, 2011). As modern information and communication technology is becoming both increasingly powerful and 
ubiquitously available, many employees individualize their work IT (Baskerville, 2011a) and incorporate privately-owned 
consumer devices into the existing business IT infrastructure. They are unwilling to accept every IT solution the IT 
department presents to them but want to choose freely among the technologies available (Dell and Intel, 2011a). In this 
context, Andriole (2012) claims that “employees bring experience with consumer technologies to the workplace and pressure 
their companies to adopt new technologies”. 
However, while there are several practitioner reports on the subject, not much theory development has yet been conducted in 
the context of IT consumerization (Niehaves, Köffer, and Ortbach, 2012). In particular, not much attention has been devoted 
to analyzing antecedents of the trend on an individual level. Employees are increasingly building their individual information 
systems at work, but their particular choices are rarely understood as of today. Why do some employees choose novel and 
innovative consumer IT on their own while others continue to work with the existing enterprise IT? What are factors that 
influence individual technology choice? Not many of these questions have already been addressed in information systems 
(IS) research. In this context, Baskerville (2011b) states that “we have yet to seriously introduce our knowledge about 
complex IS to these individual versions” (p. 253). In order to take one step into that direction, our paper addresses two major 
research objectives: 1) to conceptualize the individualization process with respect to IT consumerization, and 2) to derive and 
quantitatively assess possible antecedents for the individualization of work technology. 
To address these objectives, the remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we introduce related work on 
consumerization and individualization of IS and develop clear definitions for the related concepts (section 2). Then, we 
develop our research model based on findings from the literature review (section 3). Next, we depict our research 
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methodology (section 4) followed by a presentation of the results of our quantitative analysis (section 5). We then conclude 
our paper with a discussion of implications for theory and practice, a short illustration of limitations of our study, and an 
outline of opportunities for future research (section 6).  
RELATED WORK 
IT Consumerization 
There are several different definitions on what constitutes IT consumerization in literature. One of the first ones was provided 
by Moschella, Neal, Opperman, and Taylor (2004) suggesting that the defining aspect of the phenomenon is the concept of 
dual use. They state that increasingly “hardware devices, network infrastructure and value-added services will be used by 
both businesses and consumers” (p. 2). Other authors see the general direction of innovation as the main constituting element 
of the trend. For instance, (Cummings, Massey, and Ramesh, 2009) state that IT consumerization has “resulted in employees 
now demanding the same utility and experiences with technology in the consumer market within their job function in the 
business environment” (p. 259). Similarly, Andriole (2012) speaks of a reverse technology-adoption life cycle meaning that 
more and more employees trigger IT innovation in a bottom-up manner. Moreover, studies have considered the ownership of 
devices as key determinant (e.g. Deloitte, 2011; Harris and Junglas, 2011; Niehaves et al., 2012). Here, consumerization of IT 
refers to “workers investing their own money and time to use a number of popular, yet diverse, products to get their jobs 
done” (Unisys, 2010). Therefore, the concept can be seen as rather ambiguous and no commonly accepted definition has yet 
emerged. In this context, Harris, Ives, and Junglas (2012) state that “IT consumerization is an amorphous term“ (p. 101).  
From a corporate point of view, consumerization is often seen rather critical. Due to the trend, enterprises are confronted with 
a variety of challenges. Many studies point out that companies see the usage of  non-corporate IT by their employees as 
severe risk in terms of security and reliability (e.g. Harris, Ives, et al., 2011; Ingalsbe et al., 2011; Prete et al., 2011). Another 
related concern is that the internal IT departments will be incapable of providing support for non-corporate technologies as 
they are too heterogeneous. Enterprises have to adapt both their processes as well as their IT landscape and are forced to 
establish suitable mechanisms and policies that govern the integration of consumer IT into the existing environment (D’Arcy, 
2011; Moschella et al., 2004).  
From an individual perspective, consumerization is commonly associated with productivity improvements (Dell and Intel, 
2012) and increased satisfaction (Gens, Levitas, and Segal, 2011). However, there are also negative implications IT 
consumerization has for employees. For instance, due to ubiquitous access, employees perceive it as increasingly "difficult to 
switch off from work" (Dell and Intel, 2011b, p. 6) during their off-hours. In addition, workers state that they feel under 
pressure to work longer hours e.g. due to the fact that the “typical work schedule is being eroded by technology and 
connectivity” (Dell and Intel, 2011b, p. 6). Besides these negative aspects, IT consumerization is commonly seen as an 
unstoppable trend (Fenn and LeHong, 2011). However, the mechanisms leading employees to continuously adopt consumer 
IT for business purposes remain largely undiscovered in research. Particularly, the reasons for individual technology choices 
have not yet been addressed.  
Individualization of Information Systems 
Closely related to the trend of IT consumerization is the discussion on individual information systems (IIS) (Baskerville, 
2011b). In a study by Dell and Intel (2011a) one major antecedent for IT consumerization is seen in the increased knowledge 
of employees with respect to technological possibilities of work enhancements. The authors state that in today’s world, 
employees are more aware of the portfolio of devices available and want to choose individual IT that best suits their needs. 
Workers “expect to be able to pick and choose the software and devices they want to use and no longer want to be forced by 
their IT department to adopt a certain solution” (Dell and Intel, 2011a). This individual choice process is also addressed by 
Baskerville (2011a) who defines an IIS as an “activity system in which individual persons, according to idiosyncratic needs 
and preferences, perform processes and activities using information, technology, and other resources to produce 
informational products and/or services for themselves or others”. In order to stress that the design of those systems is up to 
the individuals, we call this process individualization of IS. 
While IT consumerization and IIS are closely related to each other, research has yet neither clearly differentiated them nor 
explained their relationship in detail. We see consumerization as the macro trend of adopting technologies originally 
developed for the consumer market for professional use in enterprises. On the one hand, this includes the willing adoption of 
consumer IT by the enterprise e.g. in terms of bring your own device (BYOD) programs (bottom-up) or the provision of 
specific consumer devices like smartphones to the employees (top-down). On the other hand, the definition also includes the 
Ortbach et al.  Analysis of Antecedents to Consumerization Behavior 
Proceedings of the Nineteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Chicago, Illinois, August 15-17, 2013. 3 
diffusion process that is driven by circumventing policies and using consumer IT besides existing non-usage rules, thereby 
creating what has been named “shadow IT” (Györy, Cleven, Uebernickel, and Brenner, 2012).  
However, we see the need to conceptually differentiate this macro trend from the micro level, i.e. the consumerization 
behavior of an individual which can be understood as part of the formation process of an IIS. In this context, we define 
consumerization behavior of an individual as the usage of technologies from the private (or dual-use) space for business 
purposes, i.e. the individualization of the professional activity system by means of consumer IT which is not provided by the 
enterprise. Thus, our definition on the individual level only focusses on the bottom-up innovation aspect of the IT 
consumerization trend. Figure 1 shows an overview of our understanding. 
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Figure 1.  Conceptualization of IT Consumerization and Individualization 
In this study, we will focus on analyzing antecedents for the individualization of the professional activity system with respect 
to consumer IT, i.e. we will analyze the consumerization intention of individuals.  
DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH MODEL 
In order to measure consumerization intention we adapt the behavioral intention measure of Brown and Venkatesh (2005) to 
match the context of IT consumerization. Drawing on our definitions above, we refer to consumerization intention as the 
intention to use other technologies than those provided by the company to perform work tasks within the next two months. 
One key driver consumerization behavior is often associated with, is an increased performance of individuals. For instance, a 
recent study by Forrester (2012) found that “increasing worker productivity is the leading factor driving BYOD programs” 
(p. 5). They stated that 70% of their respondents saw this aspect as particularly relevant. This especially applies to remote 
working. In this context, a recent study found that “consumerization enables remote workers to be more productive” (Trend 
Micro, 2011). Similar aspects were also mentioned with respect to performance enhancements due to ubiquitous access to 
company data (Harris et al., 2012, p. 102). From a more technical perspective, “the capabilities of consumer devices continue 
to outpace those provided by enterprise IT” (Harris, Ives, et al., 2011, p. 10) as they get smaller, cheaper, and faster, which is 
likely to amount to a plus in productivity as well. Thus, the quest for performance can be considered a major driver of 
consumerization intention on an individual level. We hypothesize: 
H1: The expected performance improvement through additional technologies will positively impact the 
consumerization intention. 
To measure the expected performance improvement of additional (consumer) technologies at the workplace we draw on 
existing literature in the context of technology acceptance. Performance expectancy (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, and Davis, 
2003; Venkatesh, Thong, and Xin Xu, 2012) as well as utility for work-related use (Brown and Venkatesh, 2005) have been 
established as key construct in this context. However, other than technology acceptance literature, we do not take a particular 
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system perspective but rather a comparison view, i.e. we ask for expected performance increase if non-corporate IT is used. 
That way, we account for the fact that consumerization behavior comprises that employees are “increasingly abandoning 
enterprise IT – both hardware and software – in favor of consumer technologies that promise greater freedom and more fun” 
(Murdoch, Harris, and Devore, 2010, p. 2).  
In addition to this aspect of performance improvement, consumerization behavior is likely to be influenced by the behavior of 
coworkers. On the one hand, employees will gain knowledge of the benefits consumer IT has for their individual work 
processes, as they are confronted with its usage on a daily basis. On the other hand, it is also likely that downsides to the 
existing IT infrastructure will lead to workarounds and the adoption of new technologies which will quickly diffuse to the 
workplaces of all affected employees. This is consistent with the findings of Guo et al. (2011) who investigated into non-
malicious security violations in the workplace. Thus, we hypothesize: 
H2: The consumerization behavior of coworkers will positively influence the consumerization intention. 
Regarding the measurement items for the behavior of coworkers, we draw on psychology literature. While there are 
constructs available in the IS domain, they mostly refer to the attitude of others towards the own behavior rather than the 
actual behavior of the others. For example, Venkatesh et al. (2003) define social influence as the “degree to which an 
individual perceives that important others believe he or she should use the system” (p. 451). In this context, the theory of 
reasoned action distinguishes between descriptive (referring to actual behavior) and injunctive (referring to expectations 
towards the behavior of the other) measurement (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Thus, while most IS sources use injunctive 
measurement, we believe that a descriptive approach better suits the context of consumerization intention, as it covers the 
effects of increased awareness. 
Consumerization is often associated with a reversed innovation life-cycle, meaning that IT innovations are brought into the 
enterprise by the employees rather than that they are implemented in a top-down manner by the management (Andriole, 
2012). Harris et al. (2011) state that “employees are now making decisions that were once left to IT managers and other 
executives with IT oversight responsibilities” (p. 2). This implies that persons with a positive attitude towards modern IT are 
more likely to look for innovative solutions regarding hardware and software, if the company provided infrastructure is 
perceived to be insufficient. Thus, we hypothesize: 
H3: The personal innovativeness in IT will positively influence the consumerization intention. 
In this context, literature proposes several constructs to measure the general attitude of individuals towards IT. Some authors 
measure negative aspects like computer anxiety (Bennett and Perrewé, 2002) while others focus on positive measurements 
like computer self-efficacy (Compeau and Higgins, 1995), or computer confidence (Loyd and Gressard, 1986). However, in 
the context of innovative behavior, the construct of personal innovativeness in the domain of information technology, defined 
as “the willingness of an individual to try out any new information technology” (Agarwal and Prasad, 1998, p.206) can be 
considered most suitable. In their item wording, the authors specifically address the aspect of experimenting with new 
technologies. This can be seen as possible antecedent to consumerization as employees who try out new technologies may be 
more likely to find one that will better support them in fulfilling their work tasks than the company IT.  
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Figure 2.  Research model 
 
Figure 2 gives an overview of our research model while Table 1 shows all constructs, their definition and the measurement 
items we chose for our study. In our item wording, we opted for the term “other technologies than those provided by the 
company” to describe non-corporate technologies in a way that would prevent misunderstandings. 
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Construct/Type Definition Items 
Expected 
Performance 
improvement 
(adapted from 
Davis, 1985) 
The perceived level of performance 
improvement associated with the 
use of other technologies than those 
provided by the company. 
If I use other technologies than those provided by my 
company to perform work tasks within the next two months… 
EPI1: …my performance will improve. 
EPI2: …my productivity will improve. 
EPI3: …I will work faster. 
Consumerization 
Behavior of 
Coworkers 
The coworkers’ use of other 
technologies than those provided by 
the company. 
In order to perform work tasks… 
CCB1: …my colleagues use other technologies than those 
provided by the company. 
CCB2: …my direct supervisor uses other technologies than 
those provided by the company. 
Personal 
Innovativeness 
in IT (Agarwal 
and Prasad, 
1998) 
The willingness of an individual to 
experiment with and adopt new 
technologies. 
PIIT1: If I heard about a new information technology, I would 
look for ways to experiment with it. 
PIIT2: Among my peers, I am usually the first to try out new 
information technologies. 
PIIT3: In general, I am hesitant to try out new information 
technologies.* 
PIIT4: I like to experiment with new information 
technologies. 
Consumerization 
intention  
(adapted from 
Brown and 
Venkatesh, 
2005) 
The intention to use other 
technologies than those provided by 
the company to perform work tasks 
within the next two months. 
CI1: I intent to use other technologies to perform work tasks 
within the next two months. 
CI2: I predict that I will use other technologies to perform 
work tasks within the next two months. 
CI3: I expect to use other technologies to perform work task 
within the next two months. 
* reverse coded 
Table 1. Constructs and items 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The data collection was part of a larger study on IT consumerization and individualization in Germany. Data was collected 
using the open source internet survey tool LimeSurvey v1.92+ (Schmitz et al., 2011). The online questionnaire was 
developed in English and translated into German in cooperation with a language expert. The participants were able to freely 
choose their language at the beginning. The online survey was distributed via E-Mail and social media to random 
practitioners. It was publically accessible with no restrictions; however, computer use at the workplace was stated to be 
required in the introduction text. All items were measured using a Likert-7 scale.The survey was accessed 243 times, 
however, only 99 prospects started to fill in the questionnaire. 23 people cancelled after the demographic section and 16 
during the rest of the survey which amounts to a cancellation rate of about 39 percent. In total, 60 people completed the full 
survey. These came from different sectors, including IT-services (16.7 %), Education, Research and Development (16.7 %), 
and Banking, Finance and Insurance (15 %). Almost half of respondents (44.7 %) work in small and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs). The age of the participants ranged from 17 to 58 with a mean of 30.4 years. The number of years of 
professional experience ranged from 0 (just started) to 35 years with a mean of 6.82 years. 
Our data was analyzed using partial least squares (PLS) structural equation modeling (Ringle, Sarstedt, and Straub, 2012). 
We used SmartPLS 2.0 (M3) (Ringle, Wende, and Will, 2005) for model calculation and testing. The PLS algorithm was 
deployed using the centroid weighting scheme, to account for overestimation effects that are often observable using factor 
weighting scheme (Wilson and Henseler, 2007).  
RESULTS 
Structural Model Assessment 
We were able to confirm two of our three hypotheses. On the one hand, expected performance improvement had the highest 
influence on consumerization intention (.497) and was highly significant (p<0.001), thus, leading us to accept hypothesis H1. 
Furthermore, the behavior of coworkers also significantly (p<0.001) influenced the intention to use other technology than that 
provided by the company, thereby leading us to accept hypothesis H2. Here, the effect strength was slightly lower (.324). On 
the other hand, personal innovativeness in IT turned out to be insignificant, which led to the rejection of H3. 
The coefficient of determination (R²) of our dependent variable is comparably high. We are able to explain 49.4% of the 
variance in consumerization intention, which can be considered substantial (Chin, 1998). Also, accounting for the 
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insignificant influence of personal innovativeness in IT and leaving out this construct only leads to a minor reduction in the 
explained variance (R²=.490). Thus, we can conclude that just the two factors of expected performance improvement and 
consumerization behavior of coworkers are able to explain nearly 50% of the variance in consumerization intention. Figure 3 
shows our model calculation.  
Consumerization 
Intention
(R²=.494)
Expected 
Performance 
Improvement
Consumerization 
Behavior of 
Coworkers
Personal 
Innovativeness 
in IT
.497***
.324***
.080
 
Figure 3. Verified research model 
Measurement Model Assessment 
As we only use reflective constructs in our outer model, we have to assess both construct validity and reliability (Ringle et 
al., 2012). With respect to validity, most item loadings are above .6 and are highly significant as shown using bootstrapping 
(2,000 iterations) (see Table 2). However, PIIT3, i.e. the reverse coded item on personal innovativeness in IT, only shows an 
item loading of .5167 and is not significant. As PIIT is a tested and validated construct from literature, we kept the item as 
part of our model to account for all possible effects the construct may have on our dependent variable. We also calculated the 
whole model without the item, which led to almost identical results.  
Construct Item Item Loading p-Value 
EPI EPI1 .9554*** .0000 
 EPI2 .9758*** .0000 
 EPI3 .9546*** .0000 
CBB CBB1 .9351*** .0000 
 CBB2 .9325*** .0000 
PIIT PIIT1 .8677*** .0003 
 PIIT2 .8014** .0062 
 PIIT3 .5167 (n.s.) .8956 
 PIIT4 .7985** .0054 
CI CI1 .9602*** .0000 
 CI2 .9725*** .0000 
 CI3 .9710*** .0000 
 
 
Table 2. Item loadings 
With respect to construct validity, we used internal consistency reliability (ICR, Cronbach’s Alpha) as means for evaluation. 
Table 3 shows that all of our constructs have an ICR above .5, and, thus, can be considered valid (Hinton, Brownlow, and 
McMurray, 2005). To assess convergent and discriminant validity we use the square root of variance extracted (diagonal 
elements in Table 3). Here, studies have proposed that validity can be assumed if these values are higher than the correlations 
between the constructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). This is given for all of our constructs.  
 
 ICR Mean SD EPI CBB PIIT CI 
EPI .96 4.28 1.80 .96    
CBB .85 3.35 1.56 .26 .93   
PIIT .80 5.01 1.24 .52 .19 .76  
CI .97 3.63 1.96 .62 .47 .40 .97 
Note: The shaded diagonal line shows the square root of variance shared between the constructs and their measures. 
Table 3. Measurement model 
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Common method bias 
As all data within this study is self-reported, it may be subject to common method bias (CMB). While we assured the 
participants that their data would be treated anonymously, answers could still be biased due to e.g. consistency motives 
(Liang, Saraf, Hu, and Yajiong Xue, 2007). To test for CMB, we followed similar research in IS (e.g. Cenfetelli et al., 2008) 
and conducted Harman’s one-factor test.  All 12 variables of interest were entered into a factor analysis. Based on the Kaiser 
criterion (Eigenvalues > 1) the extraction of 12 factors was suggested. Here the first factor accounted for about 47% of the 
total variance. Thus, as no single factor could be derived, the chances for CMB are unlikely (Cenfetelli et al., 2008; 
Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
By means of our analysis, we were able to confirm the expected positive influences of expected performance improvement 
and consumerization behavior of coworkers on consumerization intention. Here, the effect of the former was proven to be 
around 35% higher than that of the latter. Employees perceive other technologies than those provided by their enterprise to be 
able to positively affect their performance. Thus, in their quest to maximize individual productivity, their intention to bring 
additional technologies into the enterprise rises. In addition, they are influenced by their coworkers in this decision. This can 
be traced back to the awareness of benefits which is likely to increase through word-of-mouth of employees who found a 
faster, more suitable tool for their work. Moreover, our research suggests that the personal innovativeness with IT is not a 
main driver in this context. Here, we did not find a significant relationship to consumerization intention. This may be the case 
because individuals perceive their productivity as too important to experiment with new technologies in a work setting.  
Our contribution to theory is two-fold. On the one hand, we provide a detailed conceptualization of IT consumerization both 
on a macro and on an individual level and relate it to the recent discussion on IIS. Furthermore, we develop an initial set of 
antecedents with respect to individual consumerization behavior and test it empirically. Here, we are able to explain almost 
50% of the variance in consumerization intention by means of our two significant constructs. Thus, both expected 
performance improvement as well as consumerization behavior of coworkers seem to be key antecedents of consumerization 
behavior. Thereby we contribute to the existing discussion about reasons for the particular choice of technologies to form an 
IIS, i.e. IT individualization. 
Our research also has several implications for practitioners. First, as we were able to show that the desire to increase work 
performance seems to be a key driver of consumerization behavior, enterprises will need to either provide their employees 
with technologies of their choice or establish suitable BYOD policies. For the latter, being too restrictive may yield negative 
results as the quest for work productivity also leads to the fact that employees will use their preferred devices and 
applications “whether sanctioned or not” (Haber, 2012, p. 10). Second, the finding that the consumerization behavior of some 
employees significantly influences the consumerization intention of others may be useful in the context of implementation 
strategies. As employees seem to adopt the behavior of their coworkers, pilot projects are likely to increase the awareness of 
consumer technologies and their possibilities to improve work performance. This may be useful in order to reap the benefits 
of increased productivity even with respect to skeptical employees. This is in line with the suggestion of Moschella et al. 
(2004) who stated that pilot projects “should be part of just about every company’s consumerization process” (p. 10).  
However, our research is beset with certain limitations. On the one hand, there are, of course, more than just the proposed 
three factors that potentially influence and determine consumerization behavior. In fact, there is a plethora of constructs 
available in the literature that could be used to explain the individualization behavior with respect to non-enterprise IT. 
However, we believe that our focus on three aspects that could be related to existing consumerization literature is a first step 
to the development of a more comprehensive model of antecedents. Baskerville (2011a, p. 11) states that “work is needed to 
explore the boundaries between that subset of IS theories that will hold in an IIS, and those that may apply to other forms of 
information systems, but not to individual information systems”. While we take a first step in that direction by applying 
adapted IS theory constructs to the domain of IT consumerization, future research will have to broaden the scope and conduct 
more exploratory studies on potential antecedents. It is likely that there are factors relevant for technology choice, which are 
not yet addressed by IS research. 
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